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Introduction 


It takes confidence or some might say arrogance to think you can take it upon yourself to provide good 
answers and valuable perspectives to complex and immaterial societal problems. It's easier to go two 
ways, of under or overdoing it, than it is to get it exactly right. Like anything else, building an accurate 
and useful Weltanschauung (world view) is a matter of practice. Greatness of thought, like greatness in 
anything, comes out of a repetition born out of obsession, even madness of sorts. This obsession makes 
us unrelatable and distant from other people, but it is only through obsession that one can become 
great, and it is only by being great that you can uplift and inspire the people. 

We don't make sense of the world by underestimating the effort required to do so, or we end up with 
opinions and perspectives lacking depth and value. Everyone has a lived experience but that experience 
alone without reflection and analysis is not enough for a coherent Weltanschauung. But it can also go the 
other extreme, you can become bogged down in the magnitude of the problems we face and find 
yourself in a routine of endless pontification and discussion going nowhere. 

If we need to have read and thought about it all before we can take sensible action then the simplest 
strategy our political enemies could use to stifle us would be to throw out as many ideas and programs 
as possible, and as much discussion on them as possible, all of it we think necessary to go through or 



'catch up on' before we do anything useful. Before we get to implementing ideas that we have thought 
about and considered, there are even more ideas that we find necessary to think about and consider 
before acting. 

So here is the contradiction that I'm fully aware of, that by putting forth my ideas in an already crowded 
forum I could be throwing out just another piece of intellectualism that stifles useful action. 

It's not that there's no place for thinking and discussing the issues surrounding nationalism, but it must 
at some point come to an end, by which I mean that things are clarified and the best course of action is 
made clear, or the whole process doesn't have value as a solution, it just served as a mental exercise and 
game. 

This nationalist essay uses the word 'European' and 'Europeans' rather than 'white' or 'Western' It's not a 
perfect term but I think it's better than the alternatives, we need to develop our own terms and our own 
languages, but more on that later. 

The ancient wisdom on slave ownership said that it was wise to never concentrate too many slaves of 
the same origin in the same place or you run the risk of revolt. When you want slaves to work together 
without forming a cohesive political unit, you want one slave here from Thrace, one slave therefrom 
Scythia, another from the Levant, another from Ethiopia, another from Gaul, you want the mix. We see 
the same wisdom of slave keeping applied to poor keeping in the ghettos of modern cities where 
working-class Europeans must live and work in as diverse an environment as possible. 

The nationalist attempts to unite the nations have in the past often meant avoiding making too much of 
the question of class. Nationalism stands for class unity, communism for class warfare. But we must 
understand the thing and how it comes about. 

Mussolini said: 

"class cannot destroy the nation. Class reveals itself as a collection of interests- but the nation is a history 
of sentiments, traditions, language, culture, and race. Class can become an integral part of the nation, 
but one cannot eclipse the other" 

Whether we say working class, the bottom of society, the peasants, the folk, we are essentially talking 
about the same thing at the exclusion of the other. If speaking rougher and using synonyms makes us 
better understood then we should do it, because it's better that we are understood than we appear 
sophisticated. Nationalism does not come from people who, viewing themselves above the majority of 
their countrymen, instead look to and find peers in the similarly well off of foreign nations. It was always 
too easy to travel, too easy to read, too easy to taste see and smell of the exotic and foreign, for the rich 
Europeans to truly find their roots in the land and the national community. The European peasants had 
to learn to love their limited lot, the land, the language and the stock that they came out of and 
immersed themselves in from cradle to grave. 

The left has the narrative that nationalism is simply the manipulation of despots and tyrants for their 
gain, that there is nothing natural or ethical about nationalism. But no one can seriously say that a 
sovereign nation-state is a tool for brutality or unfairness when compared to the long history of human 



injustice, misery, and death that has come about from empires. The sovereign nation is the answer to 
the excesses and evils of empire. 

One of the most amazing tricks pulled by those who control the narrative in the west has been making 
nationalists the culprits of historical evils of empires, despite their ancestors for the most part being of 
simple peasants and working-class people rather than slave owners and mass exploiters like the 
ancestors of today's globalists. The Europeans who have the least historical culpability for the crimes of 
the west against nonwestern people are the ones scapegoated and blamed the most, then it's called 
justice. 

The majority of this work will not deal with specifically what I think we European nationalists need to 
focus on, which I can summarise very briefly as the transformation and development of character in 
European men, the embracing of the householder father lifestyle in contrast to a bachelor or MGTOW 
lifestyle, emphasizing family and local community with a heavy emphasis on fertility and demographics, 
with diverse and decentralized tactics to respond to local political issues. 

I think it's more important to understand why I think what I do, by considering the same facts and 
perspectives I've considered, not merely to know what I've concluded and to take my word for it. This 
keeps in line with my position as 'big tent' in the sense that, while some strategies are better than 
others, we have political enemies who are willing and able to apply a diverse array of strategies and 
fluidly react to our strategies, meaning that we also need to be adaptable. It's also important that we 
understand our enemies as enemies, not as 'opponents', but more on that later. 

The desire for wisdom demands absorbing all the information and understanding all the perspectives 
that could be relevant and important, but it's good to remember that the purpose of reading is not to 
learn what more you ought to read but to learn what more you ought to do and how to do better. I 
include a recommended reading list only for people who are inclined as such anyway. 

I don't care if someone reading this comes away being able to better argue political enemies or not, 
some people have the knack for debating and seeing the logical thread in arguments, and others do not. 
But being able to make a good argument in a society where hardly anyone thinks, is about as useful as 
being able to sing a good song or pluck a good tune when no one hears. It's irrelevant, what is relevant 
are the simple things such as how many children we are going to have and how we are going to develop 
their character and confidence in themselves, how we will despite the mainstream narratives instill in 
them a good feeling for and general appreciation of, their ancestors and their peoples history. I.E how 
we seize the cultural narrative. 

How are we going to network in real-life post-internet freedom? I already think we've passed peak 
internet neutrality/freedom, which isn't to say that there's no more freedom anywhere on the internet 
but that internet censorship and de-platforming has gotten to the point where the value of the output, 
the outreach, and organization resulting from efforts to network and educate nationalist perspectives 
online, may not be worth the input, and it's likely to get worse, not better in the short term. But more 
importantly, while internet networking allows for Europeans in Europe, the U.S, NZ, and Australia to see 
the commonalities in their predicament, the tendency is towards over-analysis of problems most of us 
have already long understood as problems, and tendency away from practical solutions to be applied at 



the local level. 


The generation that grew up with a more or less free and uncensored internet compared to current 
times and worse times still to come, may need to find more creative ways to pass on the information and 
perspectives that they've learned to the next generations without using the internet, as it becomes an 
increasingly surveilled and censored platform. Let's appreciate the time and opportunities we still have 
and use them wisely. 

The collapse may be imminent and Its doomsayers may be vindicated, but waiting for the world to start is 
not the same as starting it - Becoming a barbarian 

On identity and nationalism 

Identity is a rootedness that provides a rationale for action - Becoming a barbarian 

Identity while belonging to individuals never comes from individuals but is derived from groups we come 
out of or enter into. Though we are traditionally given names by our parents, today our names are really 
defined by our peer groups, as our peer groups more frequently use our names and they link our names 
to the privileges and responsibilities of the group, giving the name solidity and meaning beyond just an 
arbitrary label or random unique code identifier we were assigned at birth. 

The inability of parents to properly give the names of their children shape and meaning coincides with 
the general breakdown of the family unit and rise of individualism or the atomization of society. 

Parents today often spoil their kids while not enforcing on them a sense of familial duty and honor, 
they're much too accepting and carefree in response to any given lifestyle choices of their children which 
presents an image of the unconditionally accepting and loving parent but is more often, in reality, the 
careless and disinterested parent, or the parent afraid of asserting authority for fear of rebellion. 

This not surprising given how many go into it with the wrong attitude and priorities. The true art and skill 
of parenting does not even begin until around the age of 7 when you then have responsibility for a 
human who does not simply need to be fed and cleaned like any dog or cat but is a conscious being with 
complex emotional needs who also should be educated as to their place in the world and given a cultural 
inheritance unless they are to be a rootless trend follower and culturally homeless. Raising an infant to 
be a responsible adult takes much more time, energy, and material resources than carrying a pregnancy 
to term. Actively taking an interest and participation in adult sons and daughters lives prolongs the 
parenting process for parents who already see their job as done and would rather go on holidays and live 
the retiree lifestyle, it embarrasses children who yearn for an ideal of independence through their ability 
to work, control and earn their own money, make or break their own relationships, live where and how 
they want, but they do not understand (and are not made to understand) that we are never independent 
of our past, our ancestors, or the people we come out of. 

If we are not defined by groups who are exclusive and see us as valuable simply for who we are, we will 
be defined by groups who are inclusive but see us as valuable only for what we can do for them. Groups 



easily joined are also easily left, it's the groups that we are apart of regardless of our politics or lifestyle, 
whether we admit it or not or find it significant or not, that define us, whether we like it or not. 

You can easily decide that being a male and or of European descent is of no consequence, but it matters 
to Muslims that you are a non-muslim, to jews that you are a gentile, it matters to every tribe in the 
world that has some in-group preference that you are not of their tribe including the political left. The 
political left regardless of what they say cannot be against tribalism because it itself is a tribe on the basis 
of memes rather than genes, shared ideology and politics. If the left was really 'humanitarian' it would 
not dehumanize people on the basis of their political beliefs. Nor is the left really anti-traditional, or else 
it would not tolerate the traditions of jews and Muslims any more than it would the traditions of 
Christians or European pagans. 

Nationalists don't dehumanize people on the basis of their skin in the way that the left dehumanizes on 
the basis of politics, there's no real equivalency. It's not me dehumanizing someone to say that they are 
not my brother if the fact is that they are not my brother. They can be someone's brother and have all 
the good things worthy of them in their own relationships, I don't wish them ill will for their difference of 
ancestry in the way that I am wished ill will by leftists for my difference of politics. A stranger can be a 
perfectly good and interesting person but it does not mean that I should prefer them to my family, even 
if my family is less good and interesting. It's well and good to be meritocratic in all things until you're 
found lacking yourself, yet anticipate something akin to loyalty in others when you need them. 

Cultural Marxists and progressives sometimes claim that there are no traditional European values or 
cultures substantial enough to base an identity on, as they themselves are working to break up what's 
left of our traditions and confuse our instincts for health. Just as actual mafia will smash your windows to 
generously offer you to use their window repair business, the cultural Marxists will smash your culture to 
then kindly offer marxism and multiculturalism to the broken and rootless. But despite the cultural 
genocides of European peoples, there's still enough preserved literature, customs and European men 
who are living traditions and archetypes in themselves that we can use as examples and guides to 
provide an alternative to modernity. 

A meaningful perspective on identity then is not rejecting the associations that naturally arise as we 
participate in hobbies and sports, or as we are employed in diverse team Environments or niche 
industries, but rather, understanding that diverse aspects of self-perception and identity can be 
cohesively layered and ordered as long as one has a greater sense of self and a core, or center identity. 
When there is no greater sense of self, no root identity, you can't build. You're not better off for gaining 
more perspectives, because there's no sense of priorities. Each issue and perspective considered only 
seeks to challenge the former perspective, rather than harmoniously complementing a greater narrative 
and being incorporated into a hierarchy of values. We can adopt different ideologies throughout life, we 
can go on spiritual journies, change our professions, we can profess different religions, we can adorn 
ourselves differently. But around all these things that change there is a center point which does not 
change that we should become aware of. 


Culture, in the truest sense of the word, means an elastic harmony between man's inner self and his 
surroundings, so that he is able not only to make his environment serve his material ends but also to 



transfigure the impulses of the surrounding world into spiritual ideals and aspirations. The cultured man 
possesses an instinctive dignity, which springs from fearlessness and self-reliance, and manifests itself in 
sureness of aims and means alike in matters of formal behavior and in undertakings of far-reaching 
consequence - Culture of the Teutons 

On names 


Names do not merely have practical value as labels they have immense symbolic and psychological 
value. Names we self-select say something about how we think about ourselves, names and identities we 
accept from different groups say something about our relationships to those groups. It's important that 
as nationalists diverge not just politically from the mainstream but also culturally, we develop our 
language and our consciousness about things. We are always going to have labels put on us by people 
who want to categorize us for their purposes, but we need the naming rights for ourselves. 

Often when a city was conquered in history, especially an important city, it was renamed by the 
conquerors. The conquerors usually knew the previous name of the city and it would have made 
practical, immediate sense, to continue to use the old name. One example of renaming is 
Constantinople, previously lygos, named after the Roman emperor Constantine, later becoming Istanbul 
from the Turks. 

Ancient Egyptians would give their child a public name, but also give them a secret name that only the 
parents knew. The ancient Egyptians believed that to know a thing's true name was to have power over 
it, parents, understandably not wanting their children to serve other authorities before them would 
reserve their authority by developing a relationship with their children that no peer group would have. 
The Egyptians had other superstitions such as if you wrote the name of a dangerous animal or evil spirit 
on pottery and smashed it you were symbolically killing the evil. 

In ancient Egyptian myth, all forms of life were believed to have been created by Ra, who called each of 
them into existence by speaking their secret names, the Egyptians called themselves the "Cattle of Ra". 

Ra was tricked by Isis into revealing his true name, which allowed Isis to have complete power over Ra to 
then install her son on the throne. 

One of the punishments for crime in ancient Egypt in certain periods may have been renaming, obviously 
to a bad name, such as 'hated by god' 'evil' 'fugitive'. 

In Judaic myth the true name of God is of great importance, the ancient jews considered god's true name 
too powerful to be able to be commonly used and to prevent the abuse of this power as well as 
blasphemy, the name of God was made taboo and disused over generations such that by the time of 
Jesus only the high priest would speak it aloud, and only then in the holy of holies upon the day of 
atonement. The true name of God plays a central role in Kabbalism (see Gematria, Temurah, YHWH [the 
tetragrammaton]) and to some extent in Sufism (see 100th name of God) 


In the tale of Jacob's wrestling with an anonymous angel, the angel refuses to reveal his name to Jacob 
even after the angel's submission. The name of Israel is gained by Jacob after this struggle. 



In homer's odyssey, Odysseus, when captured by Polyphemus is careful not to reveal his name, and 
when asked tells a false name, that he is 'nobody' when Odysseus later escapes and thinks himself free 
he boastfully reveals his real name making him a target for Poseidon. 

The Christian name or baptismal name was, in my opinion, a means of taking away power from pagan 
European fathers who would have normally had their sons take the name of their kin and ancestors. In 
both the catholic and orthodox traditions, priests are called 'fathers' despite Mathew 23-9 that quite 
clearly says: Call no man on earth, your father. Priests, bishops, deacons, and popes, are obviously men 
on earth, yet they're all referred to as father by Christians. 

"But be not ye called Rabbi [teacher]: for one Is your Master, even Christ; and all ye are brethren. And call 
no man your father upon the earth: for one Is your Father, which is in heaven. Neither be ye called 
masters: for one is your Master, even Christ (Mt. 23:8-10) " 

It's all about narrative and the power to name and rename is the power to create and recreate the 
narrative. 

In a Christian culture that had deteriorated the traditional power status of the father, the husband was 
supreme and the wife changed her last name upon marriage. Before Christianity, in Europe, the father 
was supreme, especially in Roman culture. The last name of wives would not change upon marriage, 
because this would symbolize the husband gaining power over the father, which was not the case, for 
among Romans the father always had rights to his children for as long as he lived, married or unmarried, 
he could break up or arrange the marriage of both his daughters and his sons at will and it was his 
responsibility to arrange the best and happiest marriages for his children to see their prosperity 
throughout the entirety of their lives not merely as children. 

The importance of the name and roman citizenship in Rome was immensely diminished when the roman 
emperor Caracalla granted citizenship to all free inhabitants of the empire, the new citizens adopting his 
name Aurelius. A populist political stunt that tore at the very fabric of Roman tradition and society. 

The names of many European countries are etymologically linked to tribe and kinship names though 
some countries such as Ukraine, Austria, Norway and possibly Spain are to do with geography. France 
after the Franks, England after the angles, Denmark after the Danes, etc. You have the exonyms and 
edonynms of various languages to look at. My research on the matter has been far from comprehensive, 
but the percentage of names I've come across etymologically meaning 'kinsman' in the given European 
language suggests a tribal origin of European peoples who heavily valued kinship in their societies. 

Maintaining the narrative 

The only way to gain freedom from the Empire is to undermine their narrative with counter-narratives. To 
create alternative stories and identities. The meat grinder of universal togetherness can only be opposed 
by tribal separateness. Not mere subcultures, but tribes of people with exclusive identities who resist 
assimilation and exist as independently as possible. Tribes of people who are truly connected, and who 
are more loyal to each other than they are to the Empire. Tribes of people who are willing to build social 



barriers and nurture cultures and values that are distinctly separate from the culture and values of the 
Empire - becoming a barbarian 

Europeans transmitted culture and maintained in-group narratives through the spoken word before they 
were Christianised. Each tribe of pagan Europeans had their bards and poets, Men who were not 
mercenary storytellers from some far off place, paid to stir the crowd, but kinsmen who had a sacred and 
religious duty in their storytelling. 

The language differences between peoples were the natural and automatic means of ensuring that 
storytellers and lore keepers were of one's people. You could not simply go to where another tribe 
lived, learn their language and then begin to tell their kids stories. It was only when people were allowed 
to enter into the language community for the sake of commerce that foreign peoples could begin to tell 
us stories in our own language and some began a culture of critique and subversion. 

If we maintained a sacred and protective attitude to our languages that meant that we would not allow 
someone to learn our language simply so they could buy and sell from us, while they remained a 
separate and distinct group with their own rites and languages, we would not be in the situation we are 
in today. Our storytelling would be so decentralized that it would be impossible to push a universal 
agenda in the way it is today, so that rather than our great influences and heroes being mostly local and 
regional we look to the television, the Hollywood movies, the bible, newspapers, etc. All narratives 
intended for mass, centralized distribution. 

Today the story goes that Europeans who advocate for Europeans, that is, nationalists, are hateful and 
supremacist in relation to non-Europeans. The stereotype of the tattooed violent skinhead is an 
important component of a larger narrative that usually succeeds in turning the general European public 
against their own advocates, but nationalism is not the oppression but the response to the oppression, 
it's lived and felt not just by Europeans but by all peoples on this earth when they begin to be trampled 
by empires, non-Europeans likely have other terms and phrases for their political reactions but the 
sentiment is the same. The belief that the west is culturally invincible is the true supremacist ideology, 
not the perspective that European peoples and traditions ought to be preserved and that each people on 
earth has their unique destiny and the moral justification to fight for their political freedom. To the 
general public there's no controversy if you want to preserve whales or pandas and make that your life 
mission, but to care about European peoples and to want to preserve them must betray some deep 
crevice or hate or evil residing within. It cannot simply be that you have some modicum of self-respect 
and love for your type. 

The west is best narrative has it that there is no inherent danger in letting foreigners come to live and 
work in our countries by the millions while retaining all the elements of their foreign cultures and 
religions so long as they agree to the most token and universal of liberal virtues. The more extreme 
perspective is that we basically need no standards, we've got a kind of infectious disease here that 
anyone who comes and lives here will catch. Because western culture is so potent, so correct, so 
superior, that it will inevitably be adopted in the end, or rather that if the culture is not adopted it was 
not superior by virtue of it not being adopted. 


This view completely discounts the tendency of people to have faith and loyalty in their own people 



regardless of their own being the 'best'. Nationalists generally do not hold these supremacist views of 
western culture or even necessarily see western culture as synonymous with the European peoples and 
their folk culture. We instead see our people and our culture as vulnerable in the way that any other 
peoples are, perhaps even more so because of our high trust culture and the willingness in us to believe 
in the good intentions of the peoples of the world towards us. 

The old trick of the western chauvinist and globalist is to put the European nationalist on the hook for 
their own historical crimes so that the working class nationalist becomes the target for Indians and 
African Americans, rather than the upper classes who today push globalism, who are far more likely to 
have had ancestors who were slave masters and colonialists than the descendants of peasants. 

A culture is like any other system that facilitates storage of value, some elements of culture have more 
value than others, but in any system where value is stored, security ought to be a consideration. If 
someone can easily come along and destroy or corrupt this value it's not a very good system on the 
whole of its design, even if it has individually innovative and valuable elements. 

We might believe that If only us Europeans make our countries half-way houses, with no rules or 
standards, we might win our guest's respect for us and make them see the virtues in becoming like us. 
But it's more likely they will see the stupidity and tragedy of political naivety and idealism, as a warning 
not to become like us. It doesn't take a genius to see when a fool is being taken for a ride. 

One group of people who have well understood the importance of the narrative are the Jewish people. 
In the canonical order of Maimonides 613 commandments, commandment number 115 is to relate or 
tell the story of the Exodus from Egypt on the first night of Passover, referencing Exodus 13:8. This 
commandment ensures a culture of storytelling to jews by fellow jews and the raising up of the young 
with a similar frame of reference as a persecuted yet sacred and unique nation, further solidified by the 
telling of the holocaust. 

Down through the centuries and Millenium people will mix relatively freely with whatever individuals 
they find passably fit that they come into contact with. The in-group preference, the people apart from 
other people not merely for the sake of geography but for the force of culture, is dependent upon the 
narrative. It cannot exist without the stories being told again and again to the young each generation. 
Only culture is consistently powerful enough to affect the way in which people marry and reproduce to 
the extent needed to form a specific and unique people out of the chaotic and random mixing of 
peoples. 

The story of the past is the story of the future insofar as it binds the people of the present together in 
the myth of blood or the myth of persecution and moral uniqueness. The narrative is itself the 
ethnogenesis, the birth of a people separate from other peoples. 

In this way the Christian concept of the logos is not a mere metaphor, the word is in a very real way the 
life itself. Silencing and censoring the European then is not merely political. It's a spiritual and 
metaphysical act to rob a man of his voice and his words and hence his ability to give his full life. Not 
merely the genetic information of the biological seed, but the story and experience of life and living. It's 
all about narrative. When you understand that it really matters who is telling the stories it becomes 



disturbing, not insignificant, that so many sources of the stories and information in our countries and in 
our institutions are not of the people. Who controls the present, controls the story of the past, who 
controls the story of the past controls the future. 

What about us Europeans, our stories, and our storytellers? The scholarly perspective would say that 
Pan-European or western epic is the works of Homer: the llliad and the odyssey, with the possible 
inclusion of Virgil's Aeneid. These are not bad stories and they do include some important and heroic 
themes in them, but they are less a story of how Europeans now share a history and demographic and 
cultural circumstances, more a story of historical European peoples struggled against other Europeans to 
be the big fish in a small pond in a time where Europeans were still tribal. I wouldn't recommend against 
reading these epics, but I would sooner recommend reading Evola, Seneca, and Plutarch. 

The common tradcon perspective is that the bible is both the pan-European epic and the world human 
epic, but it can't be both. It can't be the story for the whole world yet also be the story of European 
peoples exclusively. There are other problems hopefully already obvious to the reader as to why the 
notion of the bible as a pan-European epic is problematic at best. 

The exodus is by far the most effective national epic of all time not only for what it is as a story but also 
for how it has been retold over generations. It is a story of victimization at the hands of the Egyptians, it 
gives a mythical origin for the laws of the Jewish people in the 10 commandments, it gives a future vision 
or promise to the Jewish people and solidifies a mythical relationship not only between the Jewish 
people themselves but with their god and their concept of spirituality through the mosaic covenant. 

It doesn't actually matter that a lot of the themes were not original. The story of the infant Moses' 
salvation from the Nile is based on an earlier legend of king Sargon of Akkad, the story of the parting of 
the red seas rests on earlier Mesopotamian creation mythology. The covenant code has similarities both 
in content and structure with the earlier laws of Hammurabi, the practice of circumcision was practiced 
by other peoples long before it became custom to the jews. That all these elements individually are not 
original does not mean that the total complimation, the total narrative and the weaving together of 
these elements were not highly original and effective in an unprecedented way. 

The holocaust is an Exodus 2.0 in its element as a story of persecution of Jewish people, like a religious 
story rather than a historical one, the contradiction of any element is treated both by law and general 
culture as blasphemy in a way that we do not see with other events of the same category, the Armenian 
genocide, Holodomor, etc. 

There is a better opportunity for the ethnogenesis of the 'European' than an identity based on clinging to 
tribal distinctions for a people who haven't been truly tribal for over a thousand years. Our tribal origin is 
not insignificant and we will likely see a tribal world again or we will perish, but we can also take 
advantage of the cultural genocides we've all been subjected to, in the way that persecution often serves 
to bring a people together, we can partially unite on the basis of shared demographic and cultural 
circumstances and a shared desire to revive the people spiritually and demographically. 


The pan-European story is being written and as we speak so we live our do or die moments, we come out 
of Egypt, out of the empire, or our flame is extinguished forever. The call goes out for heroes and 



spiritual leaders to help stop and mend the damage. By the end of this century, we will either have a 
story of an eternal flame burning bright and hot again, or our stories will have come to an end. It won't 
matter if we physically still live if our spirit is completely gone. 


On certain festivals, or when the decline of luck Intimated that a renewal was needed, the fire was 
quenched on every hearth; the inhabitants of the town assembled and called new fire to life by means of 
the ancient and venerable fire drill that lets wood beget fire out of wood. And from the new-born flame 
blessing was spread to stall and barn, and new life kindled on the hearth - Culture of the teutons 

The state 


"It is clear then that a state is not a mere society, having a common place, established for the prevention 
of mutual crime and for the sake of exchange. These are conditions without which a state cannot exist; 
but all of them together do not constitute a state, which is a community of families and aggregations of 
families in well-being,for the sake of a perfect and self-sufficing life. Such a community can only be 
established among those who live in the same place and intermarry. Hence arise in cities family 
connections, brotherhoods, common sacrifices, amusements which draw men together. But these are 
created by friendship, for the will to live together is friendship. The end of the state is the good life, and 
these are the means towards it. And the state is the union of families and villages in a perfect and 
self-sufficing life, by which we mean a happy and honorable life" Aristotle 

Nationalist perspectives on the state must mature from traditional patriotism/conservatism if any 
progress is to be made in the cause of the nation. Understanding that the states are now enemies of 
European peoples, that the institutions are illegitimate and hostile, is part of this maturing process. We 
are only 'against' the currently existing states in the active sense, in so far as we are forced to be for or 
against. We certainly will not be for the state when it is against us, but our position is not that of the 
anarchist, as our task is of construction, not destruction. Maturity in this context means that the 
nationalist can organize his priorities to not invest energy in useless projects, that he understands that a 
state cannot long exist for an individual, or many individuals with no common interests or bonds than an 
interest in loot, only for a 'people' can the state exist. The task of building a state representative of 
European peoples and their interests, then, is the task of building community where there now are only 
individuals. If within a people exists a felt and lived, not merely thought or claimed sense of shared 
identity, shared past and shared future, there will be a natural community feeling and community 
response to modernity from which the state will appear. 

The stability of states is dependent upon their exclusivity because their exclusivity determines the 
rational basis of the loyalty of the citizen and the loyalty of the citizen the sustainability of the state. As 
the states once built by European peoples slowly but surely stop representing the interests of Europeans, 
we will find more and more Europeans questioning their legitimacy and refusing to work their jobs, pay 
their taxes or fight their wars. In the states founded on liberalism and egalitarianism where there is 
equality of all the ethnic groups and both genders, there is still inequality between the citizen and 
non-citizen. In the past the inequality between the citizen and non-citizen leaned in favor of the citizen 
though there was always standards of hospitality and treating strangers and visitors well, we did not turn 



out our children from their beds to make room for the guests to sleep. Now we rob the youth of a 
country while they're still in it. 


As citizens slave away and pay their taxes, in Europe economic migrants come in to live the good life for 
free. Anyone who points out the injustice of this situation is quickly made to feel like an unwelcome 
guest in their own country, while the actual unwelcome guests are treated better than a native. But 
worse than being made physically homeless to house immigrants, being made culturally homeless to 
accommodate a narrative of tolerance. A narrative that at the same time it says virtues and ideals are all 
that matter, not the people themselves, lacks all virtues and ideals because it lacks the conviction and 
authority to assert them. A narrative that necessarily de-personalizes Europeans reckoning of their past 
to make it more objective (unless it's the facts of WW2 then questioning history becomes a crime) such 
that it contains more facts and is in a sense more accurate but is incomplete and meaningless. 

In the same way that you must hold something incredibly small, incredibly close to your eyes, for it to 
block out your view of the sky and the surrounding world, so do you have to hold onto small intellectual 
details, for the view of the great ones to be blocked from view. This is what we do when our intelligence 
is constantly being used to think about the latest elections or the news rather than the general and 
greater trends of history and reality. 

European history is thus European only in name. Because it cannot be biased towards us, because it 
cannot attempt to moralize us and vindicate us, it is not in any meaningful way 'our' story. It's merely 
certain things that once happened. The left complains of supremacist views of European civilization 
based on facts of cultural and technological accomplishment, but who else but the left and their critical 
analysis of culture is to blame for the fact-based view of history that inevitably says the European story is 
just a small part of world history, naturally encouraging us to look at the rest of world history and draw 
comparisons. But our perspective should not be that of a witness in a trial but the actual victim of the 
crime. It's not just what is happening and has happened to us European peoples that matter, but also 
how we feel and think about it. When the war stops we can easily rebuild houses for ourselves from the 
rubble, but we cannot so easily build self-confidence and identity. 

The task of building a state to protect and preserve European peoples must be checked with the reality 
that all realistic space on earth for the thriving of a nation has been claimed by different political entities 
claiming legitimacy, Antarctica and the high seas obviously won't do, and the previously mentioned fact 
that the de jure nation-states of European peoples are in fact against the European peoples. 

Yes. these governments not just allow but actively facilitate our demographic replacement, but they also 
and perhaps more importantly, actively work against all methods and efforts to achieve regional or local 
autonomy for Europeans at the same time they effectively help our replacements achieve local 
autonomy by the passive acceptance of no-go zones. 

In 1954 when the state of Arkansas attempted to enforce the segregation of its schools (by democratic 
consent) with a show of force of state troops, Eisenhower federalized state troops to overrule and 
destroy any ability for European ("white" in American terms) to decide at the local level who they would 
and would not have in their communities, continued with desegregation bussing. 



In 1969 when the Irish attempted to assert local autonomy, in the name of national autonomy from the 
British, the 1st battalion, prince of wale's own regiment of Yorkshire (the army) was sent in. 


Today when different non-European groups come in and self ghettoize to form no-go zones, no such 
response is seen. Some might say, there's no equivalency because they have not at the local/council level 
of no-go zones passed explicit de jure laws discriminating against Europeans equivalent to Jim crow laws. 
But that's only because they don't respect the law nor operate by it. Enough young men on the street to 
convince the police to stay away are the law and the state in themselves. 

But it won't be too long until laws explicitly discriminating against Europeans are passed at the 
local/council level, and they already have their segregated schools in the form of Muslim and Jewish 
schools, some of such schools being publicly funded in countries like the Netherlands. The state funding 
ethnic segregation in education when it's called for in the name of religion. 

While we may think of Muslims and shariah patrols when we think of no-go zones, the precedent and 
legacy here are with jews. Quote 

"In the 16th century, Jewish communities in the south of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth began to 
set up new qahals to administer tax collection. These had a minimum of 8 members, and in average 
Jewish communities had a membership of 22-35 Jews. Their executives were elected by the local Jewish 
community and consisted of 4 elders (Hebrew: zagen) with a further 3-5 honorary members (Hebrew: 
tovim). There was one gahal for each Jewish community, although smaller qahals were often made 
subject to larger ones." 

"These Polish-Lithuanian qahals quickly came to be politically autonomous bodies with major regulatory 
control over Jewish communities in the region; they administered commerce, hygiene, sanitation, charity, 
Jewish education, kashrut, and relations between landlords and their tenants. They provided several 
community facilities, such as a rabbi, a mikveh (ritual bath), and gemachen (interest-free loans). Qahals 
even had sufficient authority that they could arrange for individuals to be expelled from synagogues, 
excommunicating them." 

Then, of course, you have the Jewish Autonomous Oblast in Russia. As the soviet union was rolling over 
eastern Europe, rolling over the Caucasus and crushing the freedoms of countless peoples, they were 
giving jews their autonomous region in Russia. 

To have the conventional no-go zone you need to have a constant presence of men who are prepared to 
fight, at all times of the day, on all days of the week, on the street. In ethnic enclaves of Turks and Arabs, 
this is often the case, not simply because of higher unemployment, but because of a different way of 
doing business. 

Europeans who generally strive for employment and pride themselves on their work ethic and 
productivity, generally stay indoors and remain private when they're out of work. Things are changing 
more these days with the gig economy and the student lifestyle, but generally, It's still not something 
that they like to advertise that they have the time to hang around on the street all day. It may take 
Europeans realizing that their political independence, even if it be limited to a very small area, is more 



important than them keeping their job, for Europeans to obtain it. This is not to say that European men 
should all quit their jobs and forget about any work ethic, but we ought to think about what our 
priorities are. To be a man should first be to stand for yourself, your family and your people, the role of 
the worker, especially when the worker equally serves strangers or known enemies, is second to that. 

Another thing working to the advantage of the Turkish and Arab style of the no-go zone is that most of 
the business is done on ground level on the street in the bazaar style, there's much more sprawl and 
must less use of elevation compared to the western business centre. Word travels quickly in the bazaar 
and there is not this great disconnect between public and private space. In western business, many 
workers are working in offices where they don't have a direct window view to the street, but even if they 
did, the culture and the mentality are fundamentally different, an office worker isn't going to stop typing 
away on the computer doing his job to rush down the lift onto the street should he look out and see 
some sort of commotion, his building, his floor, his suite, have their separate ecosystem. 

You can think of it like an army. You can have an amazing army with the best professionals and in huge 
numbers, but if you cannot mobilize that army quickly, it's at a severe disadvantage against an enemy 
who can mobilize quickly. The Turkish/Arab model of the town square/city centre allows for the rapid 
mobilization of a kind of paramilitary in an Urban Environment. 

You have the kebab shops open till late servicing the degenerate nightlife as well as doubling as a kind of 
neighborhood night watch. You have the retired men playing chess, the people sitting outside the cafes, 
it's all there and should anyone come in and cause a commotion, it's within eyesight and earshot of 
everybody, the kebab shop, the fruit vendor, the clothes sellers, everybody. 

Very often in these places you will go in as a European to buy some fruit or get your hair cut and at the 
end of the transaction, you will be charged a higher rate than the going price, because you're European, 
because you're non-muslim. It's very much a European tendency to have a basic level of trust in 
business. You can have this awkward moment where you get this feeling that the person your doing 
business with is ripping you off and transgressing any standard of decency in trade, but depending on 
what it is, you're in a predicament because you've already taken your time to browse the selection of 
goods and make your choices, and if there's no European style business in the area every shop you go to 
is going to be like that, or you've already received a service and you just want to get out of the 
establishment, you don't want to be standing there arguing and debating. So even when you know the 
price is wrong, that you've been ripped off, a lot of European people will just say, I don't want any 
trouble, I'll just get ripped off and not have any stress. 

Naive apologists might say it's just a difference of culture, well it is a difference in culture but it's not 
simply a matter of the price being negotiable, it's not that the good people simply have a greater 
proclivity to barter. It's the way they do business with people not of their people and it's an honest 
representation of their in-group ethics. 

Muslims don't have the mentality a lot of Europeans have in an Urban Environment, of looking down at 
their shoes and minding their own business, if someone sticks out, if someones a non-muslim or going 
against Muslim customs in an area that they at least think they control or have enough numbers in, they 
look up, they take notice, and they let you know that they've taken notice and they have their eye on 



you. Because even though they are employed and working they have the interests of the community 
first. 

It's also just a lot more men. The men are cutting hair, the men are making and selling the food, they 
don't have the same separation of men's jobs and women's jobs. Men do all kinds of work and generally 
work in same-sex Environments where there's not this constant sexual tension between staff. 

It's very much a tendency in European style business to take advantage of women's softer features for 
marketing and customer service, that's why women are more often hired for receptionists and cashier 
workers so when you walk into a European style business the first person you see is almost always a 
woman, there's this same tendency everywhere in European societies. You have these metal bands 
where it's a guy on the keyboards, a guy on the guitar, a guy on the bass, a guy on the drums, and then in 
the front, the lead singer, you have a woman, the woman is at the front and the men are in the back. Just 
like when you go to a restaurant whether it be high dining or fast food, the women are there to greet 
you, the women are there to take your order, the men are in the back. Even in the alternative, 
reactionary and nationalist movements, you may see this tendency. There are some advantages to this 
model, but have we really considered the disadvantages? 

No-go zones are significant because they are the most practical attempt at sovereignty and the creation 
of the state, or the microstate, that exists today. They're much more effective than the 'micronations' 
many Europeans play with. 

Where you choose to live is political whether you like it or not. You might only be thinking about the rent 
prices and how close you are to the 9/5 job, but you're going to have to contend to what matters to the 
majority of other people living in your area. 

In the post-apartheid, post racially segregated west, we are still having the same conversation today 
about who is and is not welcome in local communities, and in what ways, as the European peoples of 
apartheid and segregation were. The only difference is that we are having it about European peoples 
rather than non-European peoples. European peoples are bad for having come in the first place 
(colonizers), bad for yielding territory (white flight) and finally bad for having come back (gentrification), 
that is, wrong for coming, wrong for going, wrong for returning. 

That No-go zones are de-facto racial segregation is obvious to anyone thinking clearly or who has simply 
lived in one. They're obviously not no-go for everyone, otherwise, no one would live in a no-go zone. 
They're no-go for the people not of the particular ethnicity or faith dominant in that area, i.e Europeans 
and non-European Christians. That there aren't laws or direct means of stopping Europeans living there 
does not mean that there aren't effective indirect means, discrimination and dishonesty in business and 
employment, street harassment, targeted violence, and burglary. 

There's a lot of talk about de facto segregation via 'redlining' or economic barriers. But there's no hard 
limit on non-Europeans becoming rich or middle class in European countries. In certain circumstances, 
east Asian minorities average higher incomes than European peoples. There is a hard limit on the 
liveability of a place when targeted for violent crimes, harassed in the street, scammed or outright 
refused by vendors, all on account of your ethnoreligious identity. When non-Europeans do become 



sufficiently wealthy to live in an expensive area, (which most Europeans are also not wealthy enough to 
live in) they're not harassed or targeted in the way that European peoples are, who live in no-go zones, 
are they? 

When it finally clicks, when Europeans are finally able to come together for their group interests, just to 
assert authority in a local suburb or town where their dominant status as the native group is being 
challenged, we will know we are on the right track and the survival instinct is finally starting to kick in a 
bit. 

Demographic rebirth starts with 
psychology and ordered priorities 

The modern world has now reached a point where it is useless to delude ourselves about the efficacy of 
any reaction not originating from a deep spiritual change. We can only free ourselves from the evil which 
corrodes us by a total negation, by a spiritual impulse which truly makes us into new beings, reopening 
for us the possibility of grasping a new world, of breathing a new freedom: even if everything in which the 
West vainly prides itself should also collapse - Pagan imperialism 

A life lived according to the eternal archetype, or 'tradition' never dies even though individuals always 
die. The way of life is only meaningfully contrasted with the way of death, as one moves away from what 
is truly and always good, true and beautiful, one must move closer to death. 

The most important institutions of society, then, are not those that are concerned with the character 
development of people already living, important as that is, but the institutions to do with the creation or 
perpetuation of life itself. This means talking about marriage and what marriage meant in the traditional 
sense, Christianity has been a burden not a benefit here despite popular misconceptions of Christians as 
preservers or guardians of the institution of marriage, that has not been their historical role. Christians 
have always valued the negation of life through senseless (not necessary) martyrdom and the 
glorification of perpetual virginity and celibacy over the householder lifestyle, marriage was only made a 
sacrament in the catholic church in the 1184 Council of Verona, long after centuries of anti-natalist, 
anti-sex, anti-marriage narratives and policies going all the way back to Jerome and Augustine of Hippo. 
Nor do we have Christianity to thank for monogamy, monogamy is a pagan European value, attested to 
as far back as Homer's odyssey in the example of Penelope. The Christian attitude is reflected well in 
their veneration of Perpetua, a woman who turned her back on her recently born son, along with her 
father and the rest of her family, to become a martyr. Is a religion that honors young mothers who 
needlessly die as martyrs and abandon their newborn infants, a religion of life and family? 

Moreover, the whole gay marriage issue completely misses the point. The sanctity of the marriage ritual 
isn't dependent on marriage being between a man and a woman, it's dependent upon it being an 
institution for the creation and care of life. Of course men and women can have kids without being 
married, but both men and women feel less comfortable and less motivated to do so, especially men. 
Feminists will often talk of the oppressive historical institution that was marriage through coverture and 



other forms of Patriarchy, but this does not explain why throughout history it has predominantly been 
men, not women, who were reluctant to marry. This is why several bachelor taxes were enacted 
throughout history to compel men to marry. Throughout history unmarried women suffered social 
stigma but generally had rights to their children, this was not true of unmarried men. Marriage was 
traditionally a means for men to obtain fathers rights, as well as more certainty as to legitimacy because 
of the punishments for adultery which traditionally were severe, as well as general legal and reputational 
protection from accusations of sexual misconduct because of the assumption of marriage as consent to 
sex at least of the procreative kind. 

I don't see enough space for what I'm trying to do here to fully get into the traditional components of 
arranged marriage and involving communities in the relationship that brings new members into the 
community, giving it meaning, support and history. We need to move on but suffice to say that repairing 
the institution of marriage is a task for nationalists of highest importance, Christians can never be as 
motivated for such a project because they simply don't have the same value for life, generations, and 
posterity, and will endlessly get caught up in the minor elements of the issue. 

Now that we have an idea of traditional marriage as the means to life, and life itself as the highest value, 
we can consider the institutions for the development of character. 

The solution to the problem we see today of disinterested and unambitious men seems to be for men to 
simply 'man up' and 'take responsibility'. 

What the elites who tell the average man to take more responsibility never also tell you, as they shame 
you for the state of affairs that they have much more means to affect than you do, is to take more 
power. Take their power. For like kings of old who have failed to bring luck to the land and fertility to the 
people, they have proven themselves unworthy and have justified their replacement. 

There cannot be a responsibility where there is no choice. Choice, or power, and responsibility, cannot 
be decoupled. But the responsibility of power entails not just the power that you have, but the power 
that you could have if you simply worked to obtain it. It's no excuse to say your weak when you've never 
really tried your best to become strong as you should have. 

The reason why the old moral religious traditions were rule-based, Deontological or duty-based ethics, 
the ethics of rules, laws, and commandments, rather than simple consequentialist ethics, is not because 
it's not actually the consequences or circumstances of conscious life that matter. Rather, it is not within 
everyone's power equally to perceive the totality of consequences from actions and hence responsibility 
for a nation is not an equally shared duty among all people. It is the individuals that best perceive 
causality, the longest and ultimate effects of an action, that best know action and can be given the title 
of 'leader'. 

The superiority of superior men is expressed, among other things, in the fact that they are capable of 
discerning what truly is of value, and of arranging the various values hierarchically, that is, as 
subordinating or superordinating them in relation to each other - Pagan imperialism 


If we systematically disempower men in family life in their roles as fathers, we will systematically create 



irresponsible men and men tentative to enter family life. This is a problem because we need not just 
men, but men who are also fathers to address the problems we are facing as Europeans. We need men 
to understand that striving for radical political change and the acquisition of power is not immoral if it is 
the only thing that can give us the means to save ourselves. 

The demographic solution cannot come in any way other than the re-engaging of European men with 
fatherhood. Fatherhood, psychologically, is always voluntary in the end, ancient peoples knew that no 
one can force a man to be a father if it's not in him to do it. No one can make him, not his parents, not 
the mother, not another woman or a group of women, not the whole village not the state or its laws or 
law enforcers, and not by shaming, not by force, not by blackmail. Not only does none of this external 
pressure work, but it is also counter-productive and drives him further from society. 

Becoming a father is a psychological transformation. It is a consensual ritual that a man undertakes 
internally when he finds his place in the world and sees for himself his duties to the life he has created. 

In traditional society, fatherhood, like manhood, is defined as a concept and initiatory rite, not merely as 
a biological reality. Fatherhood today is still a concept, but a concept defined negatively. For if what 
society really cared about was the pure biological fact of fatherhood, paternity testing would be 
mandatory for all child support claims and confusing paternity would be a serious crime. But paternity 
today is not about the biological fact it is about a legal and cultural fiction of power over men. It's about 
narrative. It's about a woman or the state, or a woman and the state working together, having the power 
to print a man with a label and by doing so give him his name and his role in life. 

Concealed ovulation in women synergizes well with the fiction of partible paternity where the women of 
many tribes call father all men she sleeps with, such that fatherhood is rarely an exclusive responsibility 
to an individual man, but the responsibility of most or all of the men of the tribe. Today we understand 
the biological exclusivity of fatherhood, but we still have the legal fiction of fatherhood which as 
previously mentioned, is completely disassociated from the biological fact of fatherhood and the single 
parent (9/10x single mother) welfare payments again brings us to a point where men (in this case the 
taxpaying segment of the male population) collectively pay and take responsibility for the child of 
individual women as if it were a situation of partible paternity. 

The barriers to fatherhood are not organic, they are engineered social phenomenon coming out of 
feminism and related ideologies. You have the house divided against itself and the mother and wife form 
her political party against the husband, the husband against the wife, the children against the parents, 
and it's all called healthy and social because it's democratic, representative and equal. 

The argument has been made that the proper response to feminism from men is for men to become 
more masculine and because men have failed to become more masculine feminism has won the day. 

This is a fundamental misunderstanding of human psychology that produces a circumstance of men and 
women cooperating as opposed to competing against each other. 

Men are designed to become more masculine or to exhibit more virtue in the cultural hierarchy when 
their interests clash with other men. Women rarely understand this psychology, they want better men 
but they often do not want there to exist in society male-only institutions that are the only means for 
having better men aside from hyper-individualized and motivated lone wolves. European men do not 



become more politically organized in response to women becoming more politically organized. The 
normal historical response to a political group actively organizing against us as feminists do today is not 
peacefully forming a political party, but non-peacefully forming a war party and driving the enemy out or 
destroying them. Women do not understand that because they are not men and they have not fulfilled 
the historical roles that men have. Because men will not fight women, but they also will not maintain 
their place in the institutions if they do not defend them, men simply leave society psychologically and 
socially when women attack their places, women may call them unmanly for doing so, unmanly for 
walking away, said as a means to control his behavior by shaming, but they would also call unmanly a 
man who in an instant became violent and settled the matter swiftly and decisively through 
overwhelming use of force. The lose-lose situation is only lose-lose because men have permitted women 
to tell them what being a man is and what masculine behavior is. The issue here is not men not being 
intelligent enough to attack an enemy politically, culturally and emotionally, but that they won't 'win' in 
a true sense if they are forced to that level of living and thinking, even if they win at that level, they are 
degraded. 

Iron sharpens iron, so a man sharpens the countenance of a friend - Proverbs 

The tendency for men to be pushed and rise to challenges by other men partially explains why men race 
each other, on foot and in vehicles, why they fight each other and compete in feats of strength. If men 
simply competed to win, the weaker men would refuse to compete against other men but instead insist 
on competing against women or children (as we today see with some transgender athletes). But honor 
demands that you take your place in a legitimate hierarchy even if it's a low one, little honor is better 
than none. Feminists can be proud of their political victories because they have no honor and they have 
no greater perspective of society and life than the narrow political aims they pursue. There is no honor in 
beating an opponent who will not fight back and men with any sense of honor will never seriously fight 
their women and children physically or politically. 

Before we can anticipate young men being ambitious enough to prove themselves in an institution there 
must already be respect for those institutions, those institutions must be worthy of respect or better 
men will rightly perceive that success or dominance in them means nothing. The best men are 
value-creators who see no need to pass society's tests because they are mentally strong enough to make 
themselves the test and themselves create the superior values they see lacking in the world. We must 
also address the MGTOW phenomenon. MGTOW comes out of men's rational self interest in a selfish, 
atomized society. The answer is completely appropriate to the question and there is no advantage to 
shaming men who have chosen the lifestyle. Instead, we must better understand the MGTOW and lone 
wolf psychology. 

The lone wolf, the anti-social hyperfocused man can be a productive stage of a man's life so long as it is 
temporary, so long as it is disciplined and the focus has value in preparing the man for the next and 
higher stage of life. Modernity forces men to perpetuate this stage indefinitely until despite being forced 
to become lone wolves, we must again become pack animals, building institutions where participation 
increases rather than decreases honor. 


Where man is externally muzzled, where his radius of action is limited, he begins to develop internally. 



Externally limited, internally he becomes unlimited. The more man, due to external forces, must depend 
on himself, the deeper internal life he develops and the more he turns inward - why we are antisemites 

In replacement for true hierarchy and initiation rituals, Men have the task of seduction, understandably, 
women are confused in thinking they can determine who or what a man is, if becoming a man is 
dependent upon him gaining sexual relations with a woman, she then becomes the test of manhood. But 
everyone has male ancestors who were able to gain sexual relations with a woman. A young man 
fraternizing with women like all of our male ancestors have doesn't tell us if the man is any good in his 
character or if he has obtained any useful skills, we don't get a sense of honor or duty from him 
concerning his people merely from knowing he can bed a woman. 

Loyalty 

Loyalty and the sexual relationship 

Each sex has their particular criticisms of the other and today it seems that these criticisms are more 
often made with faults noticed than the things to praise or be grateful for in the other sex. One of the 
chief criticisms men have for women in relationships, although it is sometimes applied the other way 
too, is that women are disloyal, or at least not loyal in the same way. Is this true? 

From a simple and direct perspective, it is true that women today more often than women in the past, 
are disloyal to individual men in personal relationships, but this coincides with the change in the values 
taught to girls. There is not the same emphasis on the importance of marriage and family, nor are the 
values that made marriage and family possible and sustainable taught. Marriage is no longer marriage, 
men and women do not come together to share a common fate. To marry or not to marry, to have 
children or not, and when, is just another lifestyle choice. From this, the state of marriage and the 
fertility rates in western countries cannot come as a surprise. 

It is the case today that more boys and girls than in the past are raised without fathers, and if not 
without fathers, without strong fathers, with fathers who undermined their very own position of 
authority by teaching their children to obey another master and more faithfully than themselves. What is 
that master? The government lived under and its laws, by extension, lawmakers and the political class 
with their financial sponsors. It is entirely different to obey laws because of the punishment for breaking 
them, then for the idea that it's 'the right thing to do'. There is stupidity, not a virtue in loyalty to a 
government actively working against your group interests. 

A lack of sexual morality is now hardly a scandal. It's more scandalous today to have a traditional 
perspective on what marriage is, what relationships between men and women ought to be and how 
society should be ordered, than adultery, which in another time would have been punishable by death 
and in some parts of the Muslim world is still punished by death. 


Scandals today are when people merely break the law, because they broke the law, not for the inherent 



immorality of their actions. The law is seen not as an arbitrary set of rules to preserve the status quo and 
protect the political and financial interests or a particular class of society, but an actual legitimate set of 
moral precepts. From this way of thinking the individual's relationship with the state is elevated in 
importance above that of an individual's relationship with their family, spouse, close friends, etc. The 
extended family, the tribe, the clan, dies yet the nuclear family lives, today we see the nuclear family 
dying, but yet see progress, if we can only be 'freer' as individuals. 

The issue here is not a simple case of fathers being absent or weak fathers not stressing enough the 
importance of loyalty and fidelity in family and marriage units, it's an inability rising out of hypocrisy. A 
father might stress the importance of filial piety and agreeableness in marriage to his daughters to in the 
next moment see his wife contradict him or even insult him in front of his children. Values must be lived 
not merely spoken or preached. It's useless to teach virtue that isn't believed or practiced. 

What does it all mean? if we live in a world where our ancestors had better marriages and family 
relationships than we do, we are living in a world of regress, not progress. We aren't better off, even 
with all our cars and smartphones and advanced technologies if the most basic human relationships for a 
good life are failing or non-existent. 

Loyalty and the class 

No citizen should feel towards any other citizen, or worker towards any other worker of the same 
occupation or class, a good feeling much less a desire to give one's life or seriously sacrifice for, that they 
would not feel towards a non-citizen or non-worker or worker of another occupation or class. 

Elites try to make it happen to stabilize their systems, but it's useless. Whatever good feeling one might 
feel for this shared group status is merely the feeling of familiarity or the assumption that other things, 
actually important things, are also shared. 

Before patriotism or class consciousness, we should ask: Are the laws obeyed and taxes paid well? Is 
their end good? Is the work that men do good? To what end are they working? 

A man might provide economic value for his work just as I might for mine, but what for? He might work 
the same job as me and earn the same money, but maybe after work he spends his money on alcohol, 
cigarettes, and prostitutes, whereas I might donate my money to charity and or spend it supporting my 
wife and children. Maybe when it comes to election time he votes for someone I think is worse than 
Hitler, he thinks I vote for someone worse than mao. 

The truth is that such ideas have no basis in normal human relationships such as the felt, not thought 
sense of kinship, they are cultural myths. Yet communist revolutions happen and civic nationalist 
patriotism seems to persist, at least for now. 

It's all about narrative. 


If merely swapping the roles in a kind of permanent saturnalia would produce a better society than the 
normal one, we ought to have seen that come out of the many communist and democratic revolutions 



throughout history. Some would say we have indeed seen a better society from these things. I'd say it's 
hard to tell when we are starting from year zero, when these movements want to erase and or demonize 
the past, punishing those who have doubts and ask questions. 


Does a man who says he tells the best story seem trustworthy when he actively seeks to destroy or 
silence anyone telling another story? 

Loyalty and the immigrant 

What loyalty can be expected from people who move to a country for temporary reasons? Temporary 
loyalty. 

The economic and political conditions of all countries are changing all the time. The best countries for 
economic opportunity and political stability, the countries built by Europeans, are not what they are 
because roving nomads seeking always greener pastures settled there, or at least the nomad who fully 
and properly settles is a nomad no longer. It was the European peoples casting their lot with the land, 
bonding their fates, to live through thick and thin, ups and downs, to eventually see it come good, that 
made European countries what they are today. 

You can't really fault an immigrant for not assimilating when there is essentially nothing to assimilate to, 
when the people have no pride, no firmness in their customs and beliefs. It's not a question of exchange, 
the immigrant who adopts the civic nationalist way of thinking and being does not exchange one 
meaningful identity for another, rather he is tasked to throw away what he has to become a nothing. 

There's more than a few European countries where the majority of people have consistently been 
against the immigration policies from at least the 60s till today, with no change in government policy 
regardless of what candidate or party is in power. What is a better example of western governments 
simply not being interested in what European peoples want for their demographic destiny than this? 

Asylum 

The spirit of helping the poor and unfortunate is not new, but it is a new idea that people in any arbitrary 
category of poverty or danger wherever they might be in the world, have a 'right' to enter any other 
country in the world where they might be richer and safer if they were to be treated as a citizen and that 
they have a 'right' to be treated as a citizen, or in many cases, even better than a citizen. 

The responsibility of the developed nations to help all people claiming asylum status regardless of 
whether they're actually fleeing a dangerous country, or are actually poor as individuals, even if their 
country is on average poor, is not at all balanced by anything like a right to some sort of say on the 
conditions in the countries where these people are coming from, that would be evil imperialism or 
western colonialism of some sort, I guess. The European man's role is to cover the bill and not ask 
questions or make any decisions. 



One such important condition in poor and unsafe countries is overpopulation. You as a citizen of a 
developed European country whose ancestors worked lived and died for generations to secure are 
perpetually responsible for the children of people living in poor and dangerous countries, however many 
they choose to have. Until when? What a selfish white privileged question. Until you're just as poor and 
unsafe as them, progress then having been made only if things became more equal. 

It's an entirely different matter to temporarily help people suffering from temporary disasters such as 
tsunamis and earthquakes. When the problem is long term and foreseeable, it's a matter of decision 
making, if you're not apart of that decision making, you cannot be morally responsible, much as you may 
be made financially responsible. 

Shifting perspectives on islam: 

Finding bigger fish and deeper probelms 

Is Islam the great civilizational threat to the west as many civ nats would have us believe? 

A more mature perspective wouldn't even ask such a question. European peoples can and should be 
treated separately from the civilizations they have created, especially when the current forms of such 
civilizations, the 'west' work against, not for the European peoples. 

Looking at history we see Islamic states clashing with Christian European ones countless times, which is 
an entirely separate issue from the migration and demographic problem we face today. The case 
examples of the Spanish Reconquista and the eventual Russian annexation of the Crimean Khanate seem 
to indicate that European states are more successful in the long run over centuries. 

I think a good argument can be made that all these clashes with Muslim states have essentially served as 
sparring for the strengthening of European peoples and their state systems. 

Christian minorities are known historical victims of abuse in Muslim states, primarily Armenians and 
Assyrians. But even Kurds, who have fully converted to Sunni Islam, have faced persecution from their 
Muslim brothers on account of the semblance of Indo-Aryan heritage that remains and that distinguishes 
the Kurd from the Arab. 

It's interesting to note the different responses by the different peoples. The Christians, the Armenians, 
and the Assyrians, generally respond by fleeing the land, spreading amongst the Diaspora and yielding 
territory. The Muslim Kurds have in contrast responded by militarizing as a people. Kurds have been 
called the largest ethnic group in the world without a state, but what good is a state if that state does 
not exist to protect and preserve the biological integrity of its people? 

If being stateless, forging an identity in contrast and opposition to empire or centralized authority in 
general, has allowed Indo-lranian peoples like the Kurds and Pashtuns to preserve themselves for over a 
thousand years of demographic and religious occupation, are they not better off for it? Is it Jihad and the 
concept of holy war, which according to Evola was merely preserved and originating with the 
Indo-European Persians anyway, or something else? It's hard to say definitively but there is something 



there to study. 


The extreme tribalism and brutality of the Pashtun Afghanistanis and Pakistanis may be distasteful to the 
civilized European, but consider, they are of the original Indo-Aryan peoples, they have withstood 
thousands of years of migrations, Turks, Mongols, empires, and they are still there, they have weathered 
the storm. If preserving European Bioculture is a priority, are they not an example? 

Fundamentally, it is the decline in European man's willpower and the confusion or destruction of his 
identity that is truly deadly. If a man does not know to what port he is sailing, no wind is favorable. The 
only reason we live is because of the strength of our forebears, but why did they have such strength and 
why do we lack it? In a more 'traditional' society, for lack of a more precise term, men have strong 
motivations beyond their self-satisfaction for enduring the pain and struggle of life. Men are not merely 
going day by day leisurely exploring the different ways to titillate themselves and avoid dying, they are 
actively seizing life and living it with purpose. 

Much of this difference in attitude is bound up with love of family and the desire to protect that family 
and the broader community. When men had positions of power in families by custom, (the evil 
patriarchy) men were encouraged to start and protect families, their investment was total, there was no 
slotting the wife and the kids in per the convenience of the chosen lifestyle or travel plans, no being 
married for 10 years yet childless by choice, no marrying or even just cohabitating for the company of 
the opposite sex. There have always been some men in each generation who askew marriage and the 
householder lifestyle, yet have value to the broader community, often for their technical abilities. But 
amongst the married men there was a general consensus on the virtue of supporting their wives in 
sickness and health as well as all the children she gives you and is willing to give, god willing it be many 
and you both love them all. We err greatly when we think we might give our children a better future by 
reducing the number of sisters and brothers who can help them through life and love them as they need 
love. That the family unit must be broken up for the supremacy of the state over the citizen was known 
in the time of Plato and described in his 'the republic'. 

Though it's not pleasant, It's not the end of us European peoples to become a political minority, to be 
subjected to harsh or foreign laws, to have war made against us and to be deprived of food shelter and 
peace. All of these things we have had again and again throughout history surviving everything. These 
things ignite the survival instinct, we see the danger and respond accordingly. It's the dangers we don't 
see or sense that we ought to worry about. 

Death for us is our lack of survival and protective instinct, it's the confusion of our instincts and the 
misdirection of our willpower to what we ultimately aim for and value in life. We live because we will to 
live. The will is the means to power and the source of the preservation of a people. 

Weapons and army forms are destructible and are replaceable. As great as their importance perhaps is 
for the moment, just so is it limited when viewed over longer periods of time. What is ultimately decisive 
in the life of a Folk is the will to self-preservation, and the living forces that are at its disposal for this 
purpose. Weapons can rust, forms can be outdated; the will itself can always renew both and move a Folk 
into the form required by the need of the moment. 



Consequently the question of regaining German power is not: How shall we manufacture arms? but: How 
shall we manufacture the spirit which enables a people to bear arms? If this spirit dominates a people, 
the will finds a thousand ways, every one of which ends in a weapon ! But give a coward ten pistols and if 
attacked he will not be able to fire a single shot. And so for him they are more worthless than a knotted 
stick for a courageous man. The question of regaining our people's political power is primarily a question 
of recovering our national instinct of self preservation - Mein Kampf 

The questions of techniques and programs are irrelevant so long as the spirit itself is fundamentally 
lacking. As abstract and highfalutin as that may sound, it's also actually true. 

There can be no healthy instinct to protect the group when ideas of in-group and out-group are 
fundamentally confused, just as there can be no family without a fundamentally healthy relationship 
between European men and women, contrast with the antagonism of feminism and the indifference and 
individualism of MGTOW. 

Simple minds might think that because I don't think Islam in the west is a big issue, I must not think it an 
issue at all. I must be in favor of mass immigration, Islamic terror and Muslim rape gangs. So I'll clarify 
what should already be clear. 

The problem is not Muslims flooding into the west. The problem is European people's indifference to 
their demographic replacement. Sometimes the justification for mass immigration is humanitarian, 
sometimes it's about fixing a deficiency of workers. In both cases, the problem is already in us Europeans 
and our culture before we get more problematic and foreign people coming into our countries. It should 
be obvious which problem we need to address first. 

We wouldn't have the worker problem, or at least the worker argument if we had a healthy family life 
among our people as a whole, we would be birthing more than enough of our people to supply all our 
labor needs. 

Nor would we be flying or shipping in unfortunate people from overseas while down the road from us 
our people are suffering homelessness, violence, drug abuse, depression, etc if we had healthy in-group 
instincts. We wouldn't feel the need to virtue signal the different nations if we weren't already on board 
with globalism. The nations don't see big hearts when they come to our countries and see all the 
problems amongst our peoples being ignored. They see hypocrites and fools, and they don't respect 
people who don't respect themselves. 

My view that Islam is not the threat it's often cracked up to be is backed up by the historical record. 

There is, of course, the Spanish Reconquista but another important example is the Crimean khanate. 

The Crimean khanate had countless opportunities to simply wipe out the Russians if that was ever their 
intention. But their intention was for Russians and Ukrainians to farm the land while they farmed 
Russians and Ukrainians for slaves. The Islamic states rather than existing for religiously inspired ideas, 
usually are just about securing the good life for the rulers and upper-class Muslims. The slave trade was a 
major means of having such a good life by freeing the Muslim man at least partially from the burden of 
labor. 



So they would come with a major slave raid once a generation with smaller-scale raids in between, again 
and again, using the same tactics for the same end. You may think it's obvious that if the same tactics are 
used again and again but they are never completely defeated, they will eventually formulate a defensive 
strategy. 

Humans are quite complex and a major factor that generals have known of in war for thousands of years 
is that of morale. It's unbelievably demoralizing to be subjected to a superior foreign force that can just 
come in whenever it likes, rape kill and steal how it wants, and it does so for hundreds of years. 

There is a point psychologically where the situation is normalized and accepted. You could easily learn to 
think that the slave raids come just like the winter snow, they're a seasonal, unchangeable part of life, 
but the Russians and Ukrainians subjected to several generations of slave raiding did not come to accept 
it and rose against their enemies. 

The Muslims in so far as they are traditional are somewhat protected from the cultural subversion we 
have experienced as half sincere Christians forced to take Christian names but inherently tribal, eagerly 
embracing change and cultural revolution. But they are not innovative in the same way. They keep the 
faith better than the Catholics with their liberal, woke popes and post-Vatican 2 methods, but so long as 
they are showing us nothing fundamentally new in their struggle for space and power with us, there's 
little to reason to think them doing what they did 1000 years ago requires a different response than the 
one we had 1000 years ago if we won in the end because of it. 

If we are attacked differently or there's a different angle we are come at from we obviously need a 
different answer, but in the meantime, there is bigger fish to fry. 

Thing's to consider about Jewish people 

There are extremes of perspectives on Jewish people, some saying they are the worst of peoples, some 
say the best. I don't claim to offer a balanced overview here. Balanced perspective usually comes from 
taking all the relevant perspectives and finding some kind of reasonable middle ground or the minor 
elements of truth from each, not from taking one perspective regardless of how seemingly complete and 
fair it is. Besides, I don't think that they with their stations in the press and Hollywood need more good 
press here from me, less they be unfairly characterized on the whole. 

In regards to jews as a 'separate' people, it's worth considering the meaning and use of separation in a 
spiritual and religious context. 

It's a common theme in many religious traditions to sanctify or purify space by means of symbolic 
enclosure, by the creation of borders even if only marked with a simple stone or wires such as the Jewish 
Eruv as well as the Jewish Mezuzah which serves as a symbolic marker of a boundary or threshold 
between the Jewish and non-Jewish world, which has similarities to the Jewish holiday of Passover that 
commemorates the Jewish god 'passing over' the houses of Jews whose house doors were marked with 
the blood of a lamb. Mainstream Judaism whether orthodox conservative or reformed/secular is 
defined by the experience of diaspora rabbinic and Talmudic Judaism which can be contrasted to Karaite 



Judaism and Samaritans of the same family, Judaism is essentially the effort to preserve a city-state/royal 
dynasty religion past its fall. 

A simple but important question to start with is: why is there a stereotype of Jews as dishonest people? 

I think a good place to start is Kol Nidre. Kol Nidre means all vowes. In Aramaic. The chant of the prayer 
(which may not technically be a prayer, though it is treated by one, goes like this: 

"All vows we are likely to make, all oaths and pledges we are likely to take between this Yom Kippur and 
the next Yom Kippur, we publicly renounce. Let them all be relinquished and abandoned, null and void, 
neither firm nor established. Let our vows, pledges and oaths be considered neither vows nor pledges nor 
oaths." 

Many try to link the prayer to the Spanish inquisition, to say it became necessary on account of 
persecution to adopt the Christian religion for appearance's sake. 

"But the formula was composed and said on the night of Yom Kippur quite a time earlier than the period 
of the Spanish inquisition. We find, for instance, a formula to invalidate vows on Yom Kippur in the prayer 
book of the Rabbi Amram goun who lived in the ninth century, about five hundred years before the 
Spanish inquisition; although Rabbi Am ram's formula is not 'kol nidre' but 'kol n idrim'" 

Consider not only what they are singing here, but the fact that they historically sang it in a language the 
European gentile could not understand, as they lived amongst the Europeans. 

The proper context supposedly justifies what is otherwise an unethical and dishonest ritual, from 
Wikipedia "the invalidation of future vows takes effect only if someone makes the vow without having in 
mind his previous Kol Nidrei declaration. But if he makes the vow with Kol Nidrei in mind thus being 
openly insincere in his vow the vow is in full force." 

This reasoning implies that the forgetful jew who does not have in mind his previous kol Nidre, can break 
any vow he wants. Others say it is not 'all' vowes, but only vowes made and broken erroneously. But 
what part of 'all' in this context of 'all vowes' is nuanced? 

The true important context here is that Kol Nidre is traditionally said the day before the holiest day in 
Judaism, yom kippur (the day of atonement). 

As to the rituals of Yom kippur itself, according to the Mishnah (Oral Torah) 

There is a lottery of goats, one selected for the lord, and one for Azazel 

The goat for Azazel is later killed (by being pushed off a cliff) but only after the high priest leans his hands 
on the goat and confesses the sins of the entire people of Israel. 

This would be like a Catholic going to confession, telling the priest his deepest and darkest sins and that 
of his family and lineage, ritually transferring the sins to the priest and then murdering him. 

The word scapegoat is, in fact, an English translation of the Hebrew word Azazel. We get the concept of a 
scapegoat, from Judaism. 



Maimonides said that the ritual was only symbolic, but when we observe the symbolism of this ritual on 
the holiest day of the year in Judaism, Yom kippur, in conjunction with the rituals of 'Tashlikh' (Hebrew 
for cast off, where Jews cast their sins into the seas) 'Kapparot' (Where jews cast their sins into chickens) 
and Kol Nidre performed the night before Yom kippur, we can conclude that though these rituals all may 
be symbolic, they reflect a certain spiritual life and worldview of the Jewish people. 

Another example in the bible itself is the twelve spies of Israel, who wisely reconnaissance the land of 
Canaan, bringing back to Moses strategical data on the geographical features of the land how many the 
Canaanites were in number, what the political organizations of the land were and so on. 

Purim also called the festival of lots, is a Jewish holiday that commemorates jews successfully subverting 
and tricking the goyim in Persia. The figure Mordecai, skillfully instructed his cousin Esther, to conceal 
her Jewish origins and fall into the favor of the king. She succeeds and ends up becoming queen, once 
the king is completely pussy whipped by Esther she reveals her Jewish origins, asks him to spare all the 
jews in Persia, has him kill his chief advisor Haman who allegedly wanted to kill all the Jews in Persia, 
following which the jews kill 75,000 goyim. Interestingly, the book of Esther was not originally a 
canonical book of Christianity in the first few centuries, though by the fourth century the majority of 
western churches accepted Esther as part of their bibles. 

During the Sasanian conquest of Jerusalem, the Jews of the city secretly allied with the Muslims and 
started slaughtering the Christians inside the city as the Muslims were at the gates. 

Wars of extermination are referred to in several of Judaism's biblical commandments, known as the 613 
Mitzvot: 

Not to keep alive any individual of the seven Canaanite nations (Deut. 20:16) 

To exterminate the seven Canaanite nations from the land of Israel (Deut. 20:17) 

Always to remember what Amalek did (Deut. 25:17) 

That the evil done to us by Amalek shall not be forgotten (Deut. 25:19) 

To blot out the name (or memory) of Amalek (or, according to Maimonides: to destroy the seed of 
Amalek) (Deut. 25:19) 

It's one thing for an individual to be vengeful and begrudging because of his nature, another thing 
entirely for such a worldview to be religiously commanded and called a good. 

Honor killings at the scale of nations would never stop if it was called wisdom to forever hate the other 
clans for past transgressions. The french against the Germans, the welsh Scottish and Irish against the 
English, all the peoples who have had historical reasons for antipathy between each other would never 
find understanding. Have jews never wronged any people? would the people that they've been wronged 
be justified in holding a perpetual grudge against them?. 


Conclusion 



This is an incomplete address of the topic and many more avenues could be explored such as jews and 
their effect on communism, the money lending aspect as per Deuteronomy 23:21 Unto a foreigner thou 
mayest lend upon interest; but unto thy brother thou shalt not lend upon interest, the Qahal, the 
Alliance Israelite Universelle, the effects on various industries, alcohol, pornography, banking, and the 
media. Contemporary moral representatives of the Jewish people in the state of Israel and in lobby 
organizations like the ADL. The issue can be as deep or as simple as you want to make it. 

Two interesting books for the historical record to read are: Harry waton: A Program for the jews An 
Answer to all anti-semites a program for humanity 1939 and: Maurice Samuel: You gentiles 1924 

In part of 'You gentiles,' we read a Jewish perspective on European sporting culture. The author has 
understood enough to know the obvious sportiness Europeans by nature, but not the meaning for it 
being so. Sport is fundamentally linked to our honor culture as well as more deeply, ritual ancestor 
worship. 

Honour is identical with humanity. Without honour, one cannot be a living being; losing honour, one loses 
the vital element that makes man a thinking and feeling creature. Culture of the Teutons 

We cannot expect the Jewish people, as essentially nomadic traders and merchants, to have the same 
honor culture when the survival and prosperity of their people have instead been dependent upon 
success in buying, selling and lending, all the way back to Abraham and his 400 silver shekel cave of the 
Patriarchs. 

That we not only sport but sometimes make war and fight does not make us less moral people than 
Jews. For it is not more moral to finance a war than it is to fight it. Nor is it more moral to provoke it and 
prolong it as they did during WW2. Each gets their portion of justice for partaking in evil and corruption, 
even for indirect roles. 

On organization 

The question of how best to address our social, demographic and political predicament is not a question 
of organization versus individualist anarchy, organization is a must. The question is how to organize and 
what forms of organization are most effective. 

We should study the historical failure of nationalist public organizations and organizers such as that of 
William Luther Pierce, his National Alliance and similar nationalist movements in other countries that 
you've never heard about, precisely because they failed. Without this historical analysis and thorough 
understanding of how and why past organizations have failed we cannot be sure that we will not repeat 
the same mistakes as we attempt to move forward. 

The failure of past organizations is not entirely due to their faults, they have faced serious opposition, 
infiltration, and provocation which continues today and is further assisted by internet censorship of 
nationalist perspectives. But failure simply isn't acceptable given the soul, life, and freedom of European 
children is at stake. 



I don't agree with everything William Luther pierce wrote but my estimation he is the best leader of a 
public nationalist movement we have had in the English speaking world since WW2. Reading his many, 
many writings, you get an impression of a man who deeply appreciates the strategy and the importance 
of intelligent, selective recruiting and organization. 

I had independently realized the importance of historical narrative before I had read his 'Who we are' 
(highly recommended) hence already knowing a fair bit about historical Germanic peoples, the battle of 
Teutoburg forest and so on. I was still pleasantly surprised by the level of detail and research that went 
into it especially considering it was written and published 40 years ago. I could have saved a fair bit of 
time if I had known about his 'who we are' before I'd begun my investigation into the matter. Hence the 
importance of us preserving and building upon the work of previous nationalists in so far as it was 
valuable, literary and artistically so that we don't have to reinvent the wheel each generation when a lot 
of the hard work has already been laid down and mistakes made that we can learn from. 

WLP personally and his national alliance are not without criticism, It's legacy is almost purely literary and 
if you were to request even a shortlist of tangible accomplishments however big or small, even at the 
local or personal level for all the years and decades of the organization to show for itself, to prove that 
all the strategizing and theorizing amounted to something, what good could be said? I respect the fact 
that a man cannot ensure everything after his death despite all his best precautions and that much of the 
deterioration of the national alliance is itself due to the death of WLP and the inadequacy of all potential 
successors, but we still have 30 years of his leadership to ask what was done with it. 

If a nationalist organization which at one time possessed a membership in the thousands and an income 
of at least 1 million can't achieve anything, what good is it? I don't say this to promote in-fighting among 
nationalists or to be pessimistic, but we have to start having higher standards and expecting results from 
organizations claiming to represent our interests and fight our fight, or we need to forget about them, 
shift strategies and build our own organizations that make a positive difference even if only on the local 
level. If it's the case that we cannot save the country, it does not mean that we should not save the town 
or the individuals and families that we can save. We just don't have another 30 years we can waste in 
getting the important questions of organization wrong. 

As for my thoughts and theories: 

Effective organization is not about numbers. Millions of people are useless if they're all of terrible 
character and have no good leader to guide and motivate them. Quality is the key and it is particularly 
the quality of character and personality that are far more important in the long term as to what roles 
people can be trusted to grow into and perform honorably than is merely the skills they already possess 
and what they can otherwise immediately provide for the organization. 

It was better to be a little old-fashioned, but honest and loyal, than enlightened and modern, but of 
inferior character and, as is often seen today, ignorant and incompetent. Mein Kampf 

What people can do immediately is only the more important aspect when we are coming at it from the 
perspective common in business where long term ethical perspectives are ignored and the goal is only to 
get the most economic value out of an individual before the individual ambitiously moves on to 



something else, they run out of steam, get overworked or injured and need to be discarded, or someone 
better comes along that can take their job. 


But our people are not exchangeable even if there are other people with skills who can do the jobs we 
need doing. Because we don't just need tasks performed, we also need a sense of love and community 
from the people we live and work with which you can't get from people who just show up to do the job, 
even if they're just as good or better than one of ours. 

It may be that we have to invest heavily in helping people before we can find many trustworthy and 
useful people who can help us. We shouldn't be afraid of making that investment in so far as we are 
able, even if it doesn't result in making a person interested and able to help in our political aims. What 
better way is there to prove that we are trying to improve our lot and assert our political and cultural 
unity than to go to where our people need help the most and help them? 

Our opponents would assume the worst: 'ah, the cunning nationalists, going all hearts and minds, clever 
devils' to say that we help our people purely for recruits or good publicity. But we will never get good 
publicity from the people who want to gag and silence us and the truth is that our communities are 
being devastated and the government and political factions are doing nothing about it. Do we have 
peace when the people are depressive suicidal when they are drug-addicted? Sadomasochistic, eating 
disordered? There is no peace. We see peace only because we cannot see the spiritual war. It's not 
wrong for us to act when our opponents will not act or only help make things worse. 

If you attempt to organize and speak publicly in today's political climate before you can get to organizing 
towards anything that could help people, you have to deal with so much negativity, you have to defend 
yourself, over and over, you have to deal with the same tired arguments and straw men. You have to 
face opposition from groups like Antifa or individuals inspired by their ideologies. These individuals don't 
need to actually know anything about you, your organization or what you believe, they simply need to 
have a negative enough perception to believe that it is justifiable to use illegal violence and sabotage 
against you. Aside from radical leftists who would rather fight working-class nationalists than politicians 
and bankers, you have organized infiltration and often agent provocation of nationalist and protest 
movements by many if not most western governments. 

All this is enough for me to question whether public organization is the answer at all. What a public 
nationalist organization must contend with, merely for being publicly nationalist, is immense. By 
contrast, a small private group of motivated, sincere, consistent and sensible people can arguably do a 
lot more good and do it more sustainably than a larger but worse organized group with people of inferior 
character and agents actively subverting the cause. 

But if we cannot be public what is left for us? how are we to meet people who see what we see and want 
to be apart of something to help the situation? with these and other questions we see that the 
alternative to public outreach is not without its challenges. But whether we organize publicly or privately 
we will almost certainly find ourselves in situations of little manpower relative to our political opponents 
due to general societal apathy and the fact that the image of us and our organizations will almost always 
be presented by our political opponents rather than how we would like to be seen if we could fairly self 
advertize. 



If we cannot have many good people we can hopefully instead have a few great people. There is more 
than enough diversity of personalities within a homogenous European group to provide for all the roles 
and elements necessary to a successful organization. Europeans did not need ethnic diversity to achieve 
the things they did in the past, nor do they need it now. We need a balance of dispositions and 
personalities, men who embody premeditation, strategy, discipline, and discretion working with men 
who embody vigor, passion, emotion, and likability. There must be men with the willingness to work for 
ideals not merely think them, but there cannot be a complete absence of strategical thought and patient 
planning. 

If you have too many people in the one group all thinking they're intellects and strategists, you find 
yourself in a situation where there are too many cooks for one small kitchen. When too many 
intellectuals get together they tend towards perpetually theorizing about what ought to be done rather 
than doing what must be done. Sincerity, discretion, consistency, as well as a general sense of honor and 
duty, are far more valuable than a high I.Q or education by itself. 

We must understand even just for ourselves that our political interests are legitimate even if they are not 
based on the consensus of a majority as at this point it is almost inevitable that we become ethnic 
minorities. If the elites cared about the will of demographic majorities we would never have become 
ethnic minorities in the first place, as polling going back to the 60s in the vast majority of European 
nations registers each generation consistently being against mass immigration. That people were 
distracted enough by work, rent, taxes bread and circus, to not violently revolt does not mean that they 
consented. We have recorded proof with the polls that the European democratic majorities did not 
consent but were forced anyway to accept the demographic replacement, but we are the monsters if we 
do not now respect the democratic process? 

The Olympic games, funeral games and 
ancestor worship: The religious nature 
of sport 

The Olympic games were held almost without interruption for over a thousand years until the time of 
the Christian emperors, either Theodosius I or his grandson Theodosius II in AD 435, suppressed them. 
Today we also have an Olympic Games, but are these Olympic games at all like the original? 

A few important differences between the modern Olympic games which started in 1896 and the original 
Greek Olympic games are the following. 

While the modern Olympic games stand for inclusivity, with the 5 interlocked ring symbol representing 
the 5 continents and the colors of every flag that existed in the world at the time of the creation of the 
symbol, the original games were the opposite in spirit, they were marked by their exclusivity. 



Alexander the first of Macedon, (of the same line as Alexander the Great) was only allowed to participate 
in the game when he convinced the 'hellanodikai' (judges of the Olympic games) that he had Greek 
ancestry. This was not a common peasant coming in wanting to have a go at the competitions, Alexander 
I was king of a powerful kingdom to the north, yet no amount of power or status was sufficient, he had 
to prove his Greekness to compete. 

To understand why this was the case you have to understand the spirit of the original Olympic games 
and greek athleticism in general, the games were not simply competitions to establish who was the best 
of any individual of any nation of the world, neither was it an event for greek slaves or greek women. It 
was an event by free greek men, for free greek men. The original Olympic games were strictly 
non-commercial, the winner of an event winning not gold or another precious metal, but a crown of wild 
olive leaves. 

Greek ritual athletics evolved out of two types of rituals that were themselves related, 1) Rituals of 
initiation into adulthood and 2) rituals of compensation for death. Initiation into adulthood is itself a kind 
of death, the death of the youth and the birth of the man. The old self must die for the new self to live. 

In a culture where to be a man is to be a warrior, there is no better initiation than athletics and mock 
battles. 

"Herodotus describes a story that explains why there were only a few Greek men at the Battle of 
Thermopylae since "all other men were participating in the Olympic Games" and that the prize for the 
winner was "an olive-wreath". When Tigranes, an Armenian general learned this, he uttered to his leader: 
"Good heavens! what kind of men are these against whom you have brought us to fight? Men who do not 
compete for possessions, but for honour" 

The Olympic games were not held in a different place every 4 years, though there were other pan-greek 
games aside from the Olympic games which formed a kind of circuit, called the Pan-Hellenic games, the 
Isthmian, Nemean, Pythian as well as the Olympic, they were all exclusive to a particular place, in honor 
of a particular god, each with their humble garlands of common plants as prizes. 

These differences are not trivial, they reflect a radically different attitude to the whole thing. For the 
greeks the Olympic games were religious, it could be argued it was their most religious and holy event, in 
the name of Zeus, father of all the greeks. There did not exist at that time, a separation between the 
secular world of sport and the world of religion and spirituality. 

"In the end, of course, all heroes must die, just as all mortals must die, and so the prototypical struggle 
with death is ultimately lost. But this struggle is then taken up anew, year after year, in the seasonally 
recurring competitions of athletes at festivals. These ritual events of athletic competition, linked as they 
are with mythical events of heroic regeneration as in the case of the infant hero Pelops, dramatize the 
ultimate victory of life over death. And a nationally eternal series of such victories in the course of 
seasonally recurring athletic ordeals can then compensate for the one-time heroic ordeal of a death that 
is primordial and therefore larger than life" Gregory Nagy 


While pan-ethnic athletic competitions were, as far as we know, exclusive to Greek peoples in history, 
ancient Greece did not just have the Olympics or just the 4 panhellenic games for athletic competitions. 



They had something called funeral games, or rather, the four panhellenic games were only the most 
famous of many Greek funeral games. The llliad, the oldest European story, describes funeral games held 
by Achilles in honor of Patroclus. There's currently insufficient evidence to say that funeral games were a 
pan-European phenomenon, but we know the Irish had them as well. 

Funeral games over time become ancestor worship as their continuity is dependent upon the reverence 
of surviving kin. We know that the different European pagans had various conceptions of their gods as 
ancestors. Ancestor worship can be viewed as a worship of the dead but it is not that simple. Because of 
the difference yet continuity between generations, because of beliefs in reincarnation. The living 
element, what some call the spirit, that the ancestor gives the descendant is in a sense the ancestor and 
is living so long as there are descendants. 

Such a world view is not easily explained or even imagined given the ways of perceiving the world we are 
conditioned to as modern European peoples, but the psychological ramifications are still worth 
exploring, especially in comparison to the Christian or secular yet Christian derived worldviews. 

Take for example the Eucharist: Psychologically, the Eucharist comes out of a desire not just to think of 
god or know of god, but to have God within one's self, through eating him. That the Eucharist comes out 
of the bushman mentality of the symbolic eating of God is not a new perspective, but consider, why 
would you need to eat the god if god was already within, if you were truly God's children 
unconditionally? why should you believe that a mere man has the power to imbue common bread with 
the essence of god by saying some words over it? 

A people with confidence in their lineage and their rituals easily have a kind of cultural self-assuredness 
that protects them from ritual self-abasement and leveling that can only be subjected on a people who 
have lost their cultural bearings, the particular ways of their ancestors or the reverence for their ways, 
then losing identities to become rootless. Christianity is the religion for the rootless masses. It's heroes, 
saints, gods/demigods, what have you, are not ancestors, but the anti-ancestor, the life denier, the 
celibate. 

The ancestor stands in contrast to the abstract gods, beings which we can debate all our lives about, 
their existence, their qualities, their wills, never getting further from where we've started. 

Not only is the existence of the ancestor certain, but the will of the ancestor also has the potential for 
clarity completely unlike the mysterious workings of god(s). When we talk about the will of the ancestors 
we are usually talking about a legal document for the ways their material property is to be distributed 
but is that not a minor issue compared to what their dreams, hopes, values, and ambitions were, for 
themselves, for their people and the world? Is this very framework not itself an indictment against a 
society overly concerned with material conditions rather than the other important aspects of life? 

If we assume that the majority of our ancestors were aware of the mechanics of human reproduction, 
they reproduced with foreknowledge and intent. We don't need to ponder about an omnipotent being's 
intention for our creation, when our creation, or reincarnation, was authored by our ancestors. 


The greatest gift our ancestors gave us is not our cultures, religions, laws, languages or material 



conditions, nor does it ultimately matter if someone else's ancestors gave some or all of those things to 
us, for life itself is the greatest gift. That all ancestors give all descendants the same thing need not make 
it any less a gift or any less powerful or significant, nor does it mean that all ancestors and all lives have 
the same qualities or values. 

One only has to appreciate the unique life given by one's unique ancestors and not wish or hope to be 
born of any other line or people, to find significance in this. 

The problem, of course, is that we live in a world that teaches us it's wrong to look at the differences 
between different peoples ancestors and judge them qualitatively, such a view not only negates ancestor 
worship but life worship and value for life itself, for the value of life is bound up not in the contrast 
between life and death, but life and other life. 

When a culture suffers from an identity crisis and a crisis of confidence, when it's in vogue, only among 
European peoples, to not simply be indifferent towards one's ancestors but contemptul, it's a struggle to 
develop a life-positive world view. I don't believe that you can endure the struggle for life generation 
after generation without fundamental respect and love for it. 

The choice to say yes to life is especially significant today when it is not automatic to have children 
despite people seemingly being more sex-obsessed and having more and more sex or at least more 
varied sex with varying people, partners wives, husbands 2nd 3rd marriages, etc. Because of the values. 
Because of contraception, because of abortion. 

Try as I might to explain it's simply not enough merely to read and think about such things, for it is life 
and it's natural course itself that must be experienced to truly understand such a view of the world. 

When you simply hold your children in your arms, or even those of a close kinsmen, you can achieve an 
understanding of life that is felt and known yet not theoretical and not less than because it is not 
theoretical or intellectualized. 

To give an idea of the reverence that has been lost, there is the famous story of Redbad, King of the 
Frisians. 

He is said to have said that if hell was where his ancestors were because they were pagans, then hell was 
where he was going even if he has the choice of heaven. Which is to say his respect and his love for his 
ancestors was such that he wanted to follow them and be with them wherever they have gone after 
death, even following them to hell itself. He didn't care about going to some supposed paradise for if all 
the people in such a paradise would be strangers, people he had no connection with, it was no paradise 
at all. Paradise for him was being with family, it was being with the ones he loved. He didn't know or love 
the beings Christians told him were in Christian heaven. 

Reignite 

To realise a new European order, various conditions are necessary: but there is no doubt that in the first 
place must be the 'asceticism' inherent in warrior discipline: the ability to see reality, suppressing every 



particularistic haughtiness, every irrational affection, every ephemeral pride; scorn for comfortable life 
and for all materialistic ideas of well-being; a style of simplicity, audacity and conscious force, in the 
common effort, on all planes - Metaphysics of war 

True community comes out of a deep and shared sense of affinity to a people, a sense that is never 
based on the superficiality of shared hobbies, work, or politics, including the shared politics of 
nationalism. Rather all these and other things are merely excuses and opportunities for people to come 
together to see if they share something non-superficial. People understand it when they have it but it is 
not easily described, it's a feeling that leaders must do without even as they seek it for their people. 

True leaders, of the type described by Julius Evola: 

There will be Leaders, a race of Leaders. Invisible Leaders who do not speak and do not show themselves, 
but whose action does not experience resistance and who can do everything. Then, a centre will exist 
again in the West - in the West without a centre - Pagan imperialism 

Will give everything for their people, but they must always remain separate. The most responsible of us, 
the most burdened, feel the whole weight and pain of a degenerated society. The feelings that come out 
of it cannot be understood by general peers or family, with the exception of similarly rare people, but 
nor would we want such heavy feelings to be understood by the folk when they could be smiling easy 
and carefree. 

The nature of our task is not a sporting one, sport is what we can have between people who share a 
similar code of honor to us, but our political enemies want to gag us, not just so that we cannot speak, 
but so that we cannot breathe, we suffocate and we live no longer. Our voice is our true life, with it we 
affect destiny and form connections with past and future. It would be kinder of our enemies to rob us of 
arms and legs than to take our voices and make us forget our songs. With them, there is no shared sense 
of honor, hence no sport or 'friendly' competition. 

Men with honor do not target children the way they do, they do not distort history to create 
generational/ancestral guilt. If they would only fight us men and us alone we could respect them, 
perhaps, partially. But we cannot have a fair and open fight with forces who poison, rob, and demoralize 
our children, who insult the memory and deeds of our ancestors and for whatever rules they would 
agree to they would break themselves as soon as it was convenient for them anyway. 

We have the moral high ground despite whatever labels and smears are put on us precisely because we 
do not do these things. It's tempting to follow the doctrine of an eye for an eye, but I believe that we 
have to respond by protecting our young people, by instilling in them confidence, love, and pride. It's 
important for ourselves that we remain the bigger men and that we maintain the moral high ground. Of 
course, it will never seem like we have the moral high ground because we don't have the media and 
money behind us to tell our side of the story sympathetically and they don't want our side of the story 
being told sympathetically. But it's important even just for ourselves that we see ourselves and in fact 
are, defensive not offensive. That we do right and fear no one, that we don't worry about the lies that 
will be told about us because we know the sincerity of our own hearts and our own intentions. 



We want our children to be safe, we want our children to have a future, we want our children to not be 
told lies about their ancestors and the history of their people. Not just because they're lies, but because 
of how it demoralizes the youth. We want our youth to feel good about themselves, we want them to 
not be depressed, self-harming and suicidal, we want them to not be drug-addicted and sick, we want 
them to not be confused or ashamed of their identity or history, we want them to be able to pull their 
weight in terms of being able to work and contribute to society but not to think that money or 
performing services in the economy are the meaningful or important parts of life. We want our people to 
feel loved by their people and for them to love themselves. 

We know that none of these things can be achieved without a nationalist focus, without specifically 
addressing the needs and concerns of our peoples. We cannot help them if we are just as, or more 
obligated to help every economic migrant or every citizen of a poor country in the world. 

If wanting these things and working to help each other means that we must be persecuted, we must be 
lied about, we must have our intentions assumed to be the worst, then so be it. That's just even more 
pain, even more humiliation that we must bear just so our kids can live. 

We can honestly talk and relate to anyone who sincerely wants to understand our point of view and 
wants the same things for themselves and their loved ones, but we cannot help people who have already 
made up their minds about us, we can't help or work with people who want to oppose us when we're 
striving for the most basic goods of life that any moral person would want for themselves, their 
communities and their families. 

We don't owe critics, infiltrators and provocateurs sympathy or explanations, we owe the many of our 
people who are depressed, forgotten, overlooked, sick, angry and tired. Nietzche said that you must 
need to be strong otherwise you will never achieve it. It is not a small thing to fight for the soul of a 
nation but we must have faith in our strength, never back down. 

Review in your own minds the various 
conditions between which you now 
have to make a choice. If you continue 
in your dullness and helplessness, all the 
evils of serfdom are awaiting you; 
deprivations, humiliations, the scorn 



and arrogance of your conqueror; you 
will be driven and harried in every 
corner, because you are in the wrong 
and in the way everywhere; until by the 
sacrifice of your nationality and your 
language, you have purchased for 
yourselves some subordinate and petty 
place, and until in this way you 
gradually die out as a people. If, on the 
other hand, you bestir yourselves and 
play the man, you will continue in a 
tolerable and honorable existence, and 
you will see growing up among you and 
around you a generation that will be 
the promise for you and for the 
Germans of most illustrious renown. 

You will see in spirit the German name 



rising by means of this generation to be 
the most glorious among all peoples; 
you will see this nation the regenerator 
and re-creator of the world - Johann 
Gottlieb Fichte 

Recommended reading 

This essay comes out of who I am, who my ancestors were and what they have given me, the life I've 
lived and everything I've read, all of which I obviously can't include here and wouldn't all recommend. 
This is not all I can offer ever but it is what I can offer on this subject right now, trying to be as concise as 
I can. This wouldn't necessarily be a better essay if it was 500 pages long. 

If I had to single out particular thinkers who influenced my writing of this essay it would definitely be the 
works of Julius Evola and Jack Donovans 'becoming a barbarian'. If there are similarities of style or much 
more quotes from them than from other thinkers, that's why. 

Evola provides the spiritual foundation for a nationalist reaction to modernity, but I haven't yet found a 
better practical manual for responding to modernity than 'Becoming a barbarian'. 

Homer: Odyssey (The illiad for people who can stomach it) 

Hesiod: Work and days 

Aristotle: Politics, Economics, his various writings on ethics, basically everything we have from him 

Theognis of Megara: Poems (His gnomic poetry is a good example of European wisdom culture as well as 
pre-christian, pagan morals) 

Cicero: The office, On divination, (good pagan moralist) 

Virgil: Aeneid, The georgics 

Horace: Odes (especially from book 3 on) 


Ovid: Elegy, Heroines 



Seneca the younger: On providence, On the firmness of the wise man, On the shortness of life 

Plutarch: Moralia: Education of children and advice to bride and groom, Gryllus, On brotherly love, 
Sayings of kings, commanders and spartans 

Marcus Aurelius: Meditations 

Miyamoto Musashi: Dokkodo: The path of aloness 

Edmund Burke: Reflections on the revolution in France 

Nietzche: Thus spoke zarathustra 

Vilhelm Gr0nbech: The culture of the Teutons 

Oswald Spengler: Hour of decision 

Adolf Hitler: Mein kampf 

Julius Evola: Revolt against the modern world, Pagan imperialism, Metaphysics of war, Men among the 
ruins 

Die Stimme der Ahnen. Eine Dichtung (The Voice of the Ancestors. A Poem) [1933] By Wulf Sorensen 
Corneliu Zelea Codreanu: For my legionaries 

Savitri Devi: Forever and ever, Gold in the furnace, impeachment of man, Pilgramage, The lightning and 
the sun 

David L. Hoggan: The forced war (A non allied perspective of WW2) 

Hans F. K. Gunther: The religious attitudes of the indo-europeans 
William Luther Pierce: Background to treason, Who we are 
M.L. West: Indo-European Poetry and Myth 

Nicholas Beckstead: On the overwhelming importance of shaping the far future 


Jack Donovan: Becoming a barbarian 



